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I yield the floor.
f

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1998

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 962

(Purpose: To make technical corrections to
the bill)

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-

RAN], for himself and Mr. BUMPERS, proposes
an amendment numbered 962.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 55, line 20, strike ‘‘1997’’ and insert

‘‘1998’’.
On page 55, line 21, strike ‘‘1997’’ and insert

‘‘1998’’.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this is
a technical amendment offered for my-
self and in behalf of the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]. It has been
cleared on both sides of the aisle.

I ask that it be approved by the Sen-
ate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from
Mississippi.

The amendment (No. 962) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 963

(Purpose: To make an amendment relating
to rural housing programs)

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Senators D’AMATO and SARBANES.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-

RAN], for Mr. D’AMATO, for himself and Mr.
SARBANES, proposes an amendment num-
bered 963.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert

the following:
SEC. . RURAL HOUSING PROGRAMS.

(a) HOUSING IN UNDERSERVED AREAS PRO-
GRAM.—The first sentence of section

509(f)(4)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1479(f)(4)(A)) is amended by striking
‘‘fiscal year 1997’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal year
1998’’.

(b) HOUSING AND RELATED FACILITIES FOR
ELDERLY PERSONS AND FAMILIES AND OTHER
LOW-INCOME PERSONS AND FAMILIES.—

(1) AUTHORITY TO MAKE LOANS.—Section
515(b)(4) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C.
1485(b)(4)) is amended by striking ‘‘Septem-
ber 30, 1997’’ and inserting ‘‘September 30,
1998’’.

(2) SET-ASIDE FOR NONPROFIT ENTITIES.—
The first sentence of section 515(w)(1) of the
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485(w)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘fiscal year 1997’’ and
inserting ‘‘fiscal year 1998’’.

(3) LOAN TERM.—Section 515 of the Housing
Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘up to
fifty’’ and inserting ‘‘up to 30’’; and

(B) in subsection (b)—
(i) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting

the following:
‘‘(2) such a loan may be made for a period

of up to 30 years from the making of the
loan, but the Secretary may provide for peri-
odic payments based on an amortization
schedule of 50 years with a final payment of
the balance due at the end of the term of the
loan;’’;

(ii) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(iii) in paragraph (6), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and ’’; and

(iv) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(7) the Secretary may make a new loan to

the current borrower to finance the final
payment of the original loan for an addi-
tional period not to exceed twenty years, if—

‘‘(A) the Secretary determines—
‘‘(i) it is more cost-effective and serves the

tenant base more effectively to maintain
current property than to build a new prop-
erty in the same location; or

‘‘(ii) the property has been maintained to
such an extent that it warrants retention in
the current portfolio because it can be ex-
pected to continue providing decent, safe,
and affordable rental units for the balance of
the loan; and

‘‘(B) the Secretary determines—
‘‘(i) current market studies show that a

need for low-income rural rental housing
still exists for that area; and

‘‘(ii) any other criteria established by the
Secretary has been met.’’.

(c) LOAN GUARANTEES FOR MULTIFAMILY
RENTAL HOUSING IN RURAL AREAS.—Section
538 of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C.
1490p–2) is amended—

(1) in subsection (q), by striking paragraph
(2) and inserting the following:

‘‘(2) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF LOAN
GUARANTEE.—In each fiscal year, the Sec-
retary may enter into commitments to guar-
antee loans under this section only to the ex-
tent that the costs of the guarantees entered
into in such fiscal year do not exceed such
amounts as may be provided in appropriation
Acts for such fiscal year.’’;

(2) by striking subsection (t) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(t) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
fiscal year 1998 for costs (as such term is de-
fined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974) of loan guarantees made
under this section such sums as may be nec-
essary for such fiscal year.’’; and

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
to support the amendment relating to
Department of Agriculture rural hous-
ing programs. I would like to express
my appreciation to Chairman COCHRAN
and Ranking Minority Member BUMP-
ERS for their consideration of this

amendment and their continued com-
mitment to providing affordable hous-
ing for our Nation’s rural Americans.

The Department of Agriculture has a
number of successful housing programs
under the auspices of its Rural Housing
Service [RHS]. Although operated by
the Department of Agriculture, rural
housing programs are under the juris-
diction of the Banking Committee. As
chairman of the Banking Committee, I
respectfully request the consideration
of this much needed amendment.

This amendment contains provisions
which will permit important housing
programs to continue in an uninter-
rupted and cost-efficient fashion. It in-
cludes 1-year extensions of housing
programs which have expired or will
expire in the near future. Specifically,
the RHS Section 515 Rural Rental
Housing Program, the RHS Section 538
Rural Rental Housing Loan Guarantee
Program, and the RHS Underserved
Areas Program would be extended until
September 30, 1998.

Due to the uncertainty of final pas-
sage of housing reauthorization legisla-
tion this year, these short-term exten-
sions are essential. In addition, the
amendment would alter the section 515
loan term and amortization schedule.
This provision would change the loan
term from 50 to 30 years, but allow the
borrower to have the loan amortized
for a period not to exceed 50 years. This
statutory change incurs no cost to the
American taxpayer, and is necessary to
ensure that budget authority provided
will support the administration’s pro-
posed fiscal year 1998 section 515 pro-
gram level.

The need for affordable housing in
rural areas is severe. According to the
1990 census, over 2.7 million rural
Americans live in substandard housing.
In my home State of New York, 76 per-
cent of renters are paying 30 percent or
more of their income for housing. Ap-
proximately 60 percent of New York
renters pay over 50 percent of their in-
come for rent.

The section 515 and section 538 pro-
grams are some of the few resources
available to respond to this serious
unmet housing need. Since its incep-
tion in 1962, the section 515 rental loan
program has financed the development
of over 450,000 units of affordable units
in over 18,000 apartment projects. The
program assists elderly, disabled, and
low-income rural families with an av-
erage income of $7,200. The alteration
of the section 515 loan term and amor-
tization schedule will provide over 500
additional units. The section 538 pro-
gram is a relatively young loan guar-
antee program which has already prov-
en to have widespread national appeal.
With a proposed subsidy rate of ap-
proximately 3 cents per $1, it is an ex-
ample of cost-effective leveraging of
public resources.

I thank the Appropriations Commit-
tee for its recognition of the great need
for these important rural housing pro-
grams and its steadfast commitment to
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ensuring that every Federal dollar ap-
propriated serves the greatest number
of our low-income rural Americans. I
support immediate passage of this
amendment. Thank you.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of an amendment con-
cerning rural housing reauthorizations
for the Rural Housing Service of the
Department of Agriculture. I want to
commend Chairman COCHRAN and
Ranking Member BUMPERS for their
tireless efforts and cooperation in
bringing the Agriculture Appropria-
tions Act of 1998 to the floor for Senate
consideration.

Given the uncertainty of housing re-
authorization legislation this year, I
have joined with Banking Committee
Chairman D’AMATO to request the in-
clusion of an amendment that would
reauthorize several rural housing pro-
grams in the 1998 Agriculture appro-
priations bill. This amendment will
allow the section 515 and section 538
rural rental housing programs to con-
tinue providing multifamily housing
developers with direct loans and loan
guarantees to build or rehabilitate af-
fordable rental housing.

In addition, this amendment reau-
thorizes for 1 year the nonprofit set-
aside which reserves 10 percent of sec-
tion 515 funds for nonprofit applicants,
as well as the Underserved Areas Pro-
gram which targets funds to the 100
most underserved rural communities.
This amendment also changes the sec-
tion 515 loan term from 50 to 30 years,
while allowing the loan to be amortized
over a 50-year period. This change per-
mits the administration’s proposed
program level in the budget of $150 mil-
lion to be supported by almost 15 per-
cent less in budget authority.

Without these housing programs tar-
geted to very-low and low-income rural
residents, there exists few resources in
rural America to help alleviate the
shortage of affordable rental housing.
Rural areas still lack adequate access
to commercial credit to finance afford-
able multifamily housing. The direct
benefits to rural communities from the
section 515 and section 538 programs in-
cludes increased jobs and local taxes in
addition to attracting and maintaining
businesses. This is a direct and vital
link to the overall health and stability
for rural communities.

While the Rural Housing Service has
done much to bring decent, safe, and
affordable housing to rural America,
many rural families are still in need of
assistance. Rural renters experience
housing problems such as overcrowd-
ing, cost overburdens, and substandard
facilities. There are 1.6 million rural
households that live in housing with-
out adequate plumbing, heating, or
kitchen facilities. Nearly 2.5 million
are paying more than 50 percent of
their incomes for housing costs, and
another 3 million pay between 30 and 50
percent. As we encourage families to
move from welfare to work, it is even
more essential that we build on the
vital housing programs that provide

the safety net which will give the
working poor an opportunity to live in
affordable, decent housing.

Again, I would like to thank Chair-
man COCHRAN, Ranking Member BUMP-
ERS, and the rest of my colleagues for
their swift action to ensure that essen-
tial rural rental housing programs re-
ceive authorization to continue serving
low-income families for another year. I
urge the adoption of this amendment.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I know
of no objection to this amendment. It
has been cleared. We recommend that
it be approved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from New
York.

The amendment (No. 963) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BUMPERS. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 961

(Purpose: To withhold $4,000,000 of appro-
priated funds from the Risk Management
Agency until the administrator of the
agency issues and begins to implement a
plan to reduce administrative and operat-
ing costs of approved insurance providers)
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I have

an amendment numbered 961 and I ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS]

proposes an amendment numbered 961.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 28, line 19, before the period at the

end of the sentence, insert the following: ‘‘:
Provided further, That, of the amount made
available under this sentence, $4,000,000 shall
be available for obligation only after the Ad-
ministrator of the Risk Management Agency
issues and begins to implement the plan to
reduce administrative and operating costs of
approved insurance providers required under
section 408(k)(7) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(k)(7))’’.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, prior
to discussing the amendment, I want to
take this opportunity to associate my-
self with the most pertinent remarks
stated by the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi, the chairman of the
Agriculture Appropriations Sub-
committee, and the distinguished rank-

ing member, the Senator from Arkan-
sas. Chairman COCHRAN and the rank-
ing member, Senator BUMPERS, have
demonstrated continued leadership and
tireless efforts to make it possible for
the American farmer and rancher to
continue to feed this country and a
troubled and hungry world.

Senator COCHRAN said in his earlier
remarks that all have contributed. I
would also like to extend my congratu-
lations to the staff, both of Mr. COCH-
RAN and to Mr. BUMPERS, and I would
point out to the American consumer,
all taxpayers as well as our farmers
and ranchers about what is at stake
here. It is just not the eighth or ninth
appropriations bill we are considering
in this Chamber, albeit that is impor-
tant. We are talking about the fact
that the American consumer today
spends only 10 cents of the disposable
income dollar for that so-called market
basket of food.

Every housewife in America should
pay attention to the fact that that
frees up 90 cents for hard-pressed fami-
lies today to spend on education or
housing or the other essentials. And so
we want to say thank you to Senator
COCHRAN and Senator BUMPERS for pro-
viding the funds to continue this vital
responsibility of feeding America.

Senator BUMPERS mentioned food
safety. Now, we have heard a great out-
cry in regard to E. coli, salmonella,
and other challenges we face, but as
Senator BUMPERS pointed out we have,
hopefully, adequate funds to address
that problem. So this bill deals with
food safety. And I might point out that
since we have the best quality of food
at the lowest price, the American
consumer today apparently cares more
about convenience and the safety of
their food supply rather than price.
That is unequaled in regard to any
country. And so this bill does address
that.

I could go on about the trade aspects
of the bill and our balance of payments
and jobs. I could point out we all live
longer as a result of the efforts of agri-
culture and farmers and ranchers and
the investment we are making in this
bill. Simply put, we do have the best
quality food at the lowest price in the
history of the world, and I think a lot
of people do take agriculture for grant-
ed. The first obligation of any govern-
ment is to provide its country an ade-
quate food supply. Who is responsible
for this? Many are, but two particular
individuals, one the chairman of the
committee and the other the ranking
member. And I again wish to thank
them.

As a matter of fact, I can recall sev-
eral months ago that the chairman of
the subcommittee, Senator COCHRAN,
and I were privileged to join Senator
STEVENS on a trip to the Russian Far
East and to South Korea and to North
Korea. We were the first congressional
delegation allowed into North Korea.
And in North Korea, the former leader
of that country, if I can refer to that
person as a leader, Kim Il-song, called
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the ‘‘Magnificent Leader,’’ by the way,
has written a veritable tome of books
about that kind of government. It is a
very repressive and totalitarian gov-
ernment. But the first book—and I read
it the evening we were there—starts
out with agriculture and says the first
obligation of any country is to be able
to feed its people.

So while we were there we were
working on the four-party peace talks,
and we were trying to be a positive in-
fluence, and Senator COCHRAN has a
great deal of expertise in regard to dis-
armament. He had this other idea; he
insisted in regard to Senator STEVENS,
myself and others, we visit this collec-
tive farm. And the Senator made a
good point. We went out and we visited
it outside the capital city of
Pyongyang, and we found a farm that
had farming practices back in the
1930’s, largely responsible, I might add,
for the famine in that country.

I really think, if you stop to take a
look at it, we ought to count our bless-
ings in the fact we have outstanding
individuals in the Senate such as Sen-
ator BUMPERS and Senator COCHRAN re-
sponsible for the investment in Amer-
ican agriculture to allow us to do the
things we do. I have been through
what, five or six farm bills, having had
the privilege of serving in the other
body. Those are the authorizing com-
mittees. I also wish to thank Senator
COCHRAN in particular for the way that
he has handled the obligations and re-
sponsibilities of the appropriators. It is
a difficult task to try to fit together
our spending priorities with the policy
objectives of the authorizers, and I
must say in all candor, unlike the
other body, Senator COCHRAN has close-
ly cooperated with the authorizing
committee, has done so with fairness,
with tolerance and with respect and
comity and also understanding and ef-
fective leadership. I think we have
quite a team on the appropriations sub-
committee involving agriculture ap-
propriations, and I again wish to thank
them. I thank Senator BUMPERS and
Senator COCHRAN on behalf of every
farmer, every rancher, and every
consumer in America. I think they
have done an outstanding job.

Mr. President, I regret that I must
offer this amendment. Quite honestly,
it pains me to have to even suggest
this course of action, but my respon-
sibility to the farmers of America cer-
tainly compels me to do so. The pur-
pose of this amendment is twofold.
First, it allows this body to recognize
that the Risk Management Agency—
that is the outfit that administers the
USDA’s Federal Crop Insurance pro-
gram—has failed to comply with the
Federal Crop Insurance Act of 1994.
That is 3 years ago.

Second, as a result of the Risk Man-
agement Agency’s unwillingness to
submit and implement a plan to reduce
administrative and operating costs of
approved insurance providers as re-
quired under the 1994 act, this amend-
ment would withhold—I am not trying

to cut, just withhold—funding of $4
million of funding from the RMA ap-
propriation unless the plan is imple-
mented by September 30, 1998.

Mr. President, farmers have always
needed crop insurance in order to make
ends meet, in order to work, but for too
many years it was always either too
expensive or provided too little cov-
erage depending on what region you
came from and what commodity. But
we passed the 1994 Crop Insurance Act
and privately developed crop insurance
products surfaced as a replacement,
very long needed replacement, to the
old USDA-sponsored insurance pro-
grams. Now, while crop revenue cov-
erage, or what we call CRC, is widely
regarded as a revolutionary new risk
management tool in farm country, we
are providing farmers the capability,
the tools, if you will, to manage their
downside risk when prices fall. It is not
like the old insurance products. The
CRC protects both against price and
yield risk. It is expensive, that is true,
but it is worth the price for farmers
who want adequate protection for their
farm and their family. But, unfortu-
nately, too often the USDA has taken
an adversarial position to the develop-
ment of these private crop insurance
programs.

Too often the department has tried
to compete with the private sector in
the development and marketing of
these products.

A few weeks ago, a crop insurance
agent from Luray, KS, population
about 500, came into my office and
said: ‘‘Senator ROBERTS, I really want
to continue selling crop insurance be-
cause I know the farmers in our com-
munity need it, that our town depends
on the farm economy for its survival.
But, Senator, all the paperwork and
redtape involved has forced me to hire
additional people just to push the
paper around. Unless the regulatory
burden subsides, I am afraid I will have
to stop selling crop insurance en-
tirely.’’

This amendment is all about that
crop insurance agent and small town
America. This amendment is all about
the farmer, who tries to feed this very
troubled and hungry world, who will
invariably face higher crop insurance
premiums as a result of USDA’s intran-
sigence. We cannot let this unfortunate
situation threaten the viability of our
crop insurance program and our farm-
ers, the exciting new tools for the
farmers to manage their downside risk.

I urge support for this amendment. I
simply ask the risk management agen-
cy to do what the Congress and the
President required of them back in
1994. We made that arrangement. We
lowered the payments that went to the
crop insurance companies in exchange
for regulatory reform.

I don’t know how many times I have
asked the RMA folks, officials down
there, where is the report? In 1994, no
report; 1995, no report; 1996 no report;
1997—it’s time. This is going to give
them clear up to September 30, 1998.

But this ought to at least open some
eyes down at USDA that we need regu-
latory reform. That’s what we asked
for, that’s what we required in the 1994
act. I ask consideration of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we
have looked at the amendment pro-
posed by the distinguished Senator
from Kansas. I must say, it is targeted
to a very narrow issue, and it seeks to
withhold only $4 million of a $64 mil-
lion account which is appropriated or
recommended for appropriation in this
bill for the administration of the Risk
Management Agency that has a respon-
sibility for administering the crop in-
surance program.

I am not going to oppose this amend-
ment. I sympathize with the goal. I
sympathize with the effort to get the
attention of the administration to do
something that was required of them in
the 1994 act of Congress. I am hopeful
the Senate will approve the amend-
ment and that this will help achieve
the goal of the distinguished Senator
from Kansas.

Let me also say, too, I am very grate-
ful for his generous comments about
the work of our subcommittee and the
efforts we have made to present a bill
that reflects the needs of our country
in connection with agriculture and ag-
ricultural production and all of those
other activities that are funded in the
legislation. He is very kind to point
out that we have worked hard. He has
been a big help, too, in certainly help-
ing us understand the provisions that
were contained in the last passed farm
bill, which he had a great deal to do
with writing as chairman of the House
Agriculture Committee. We are lucky
to have him in the Senate, and we ap-
preciate his continued advice and coun-
sel and assistance in these matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me
echo the comments of the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi,
Chairman COCHRAN. I subscribe to ev-
erything he said. I also want to espe-
cially thank the distinguished Senator
from Kansas for his very, very kind,
laudatory comments.

Having said that, let me just say I
am not going to object to the amend-
ment either. I think, in a way, it is a
little bit of a sledgehammer approach.
But, by the same token, the Senator is
entitled to the report he requested a
very long time ago. It is a legitimate
request, and the Department should
have responded to it much sooner.

The Department objects to the
amendment, but I am going to, on be-
half of this side of the aisle, say I will
accept the amendment and I strongly
encourage the Department to respond,
so, possibly by the time we get to con-
ference, we can deal with this amend-
ment. But let the Department know in
advance that unless there is a very
firm commitment made, the Senator’s
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request will be honored and the amend-
ment will wind up in the conference
committee report.

So, I am going to clear this amend-
ment for this side of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 961) was agreed
to.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that Senators are considering
offering amendments. Let me say this
is a good time to come to the floor and
do that. We expect amendments to be
offered. We hope to wind up consider-
ation of all amendments so we can
stack votes and have those votes at 4
o’clock this afternoon, and then final
passage of the bill. To do that, we need
the cooperation and participation of
Senators. We invite that at this time.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
as in morning business for no more
than 2 minutes for the purpose of intro-
ducing a bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BURNS. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. BURNS pertain-

ing to the introduction of S. 1056 are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I yield
back any time remaining. I thank the
chairman of the ag appropriations bill
for his courtesy.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
AMENDMENT NO. 964

(Purpose: To modify the conditions for issu-
ance of cotton user marketing certificates)
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk which has
been cleared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-

RAN], for himself and Mr. BUMPERS, proposes
an amendment numbered 964.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the bill, add the following

new provision:
SEC. . Effective on October 1, 1998 section

136(a) of the Agricultural Market Transition
Act (7 U.S.C. 7236(a)) is amended—

(a) in paragraph (1)
(1) by striking ‘‘Subject to paragraph (4),

during’’ and inserting ‘‘During’’; and
(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘130’’

and inserting ‘‘134’’;
(b) by striking paragraph (4); and
(c) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-

graph (4).

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to offer this amendment on be-
half of myself and Senator BUMPERS.
This amendment contains two tech-
nical changes to the competitiveness
provisions of the domestic cotton pro-
gram. This amendment has been scored
by the Congressional Budget Office as
having no cost. I am informed that the
chairman of the Senate Agriculture
Committee has no objection to the
amendment.

The original provisions in the law
were designed to ensure that U.S. cot-
ton is competitive in both domestic
and overseas markets. The program
has worked well, but changes made to
the program in 1991 and 1996 have had
unintended consequences.

The amendment I am offering would
address those problems by doing two
things. First, it makes it possible for
the various components of the program
to work simultaneously to ensure that
we do not rely too much on cotton im-
port quotas to make domestic cotton
competitive. Second, it slightly in-
creases a ceiling that unduly restricts
the availability of the step 2 certificate
program. By capping loan rates in the
1996 FAIR Act, Congress unintention-
ally restricted the operation of the cot-
ton competitiveness program. The
amendment eases the restriction
slightly, but would not affect loan
rates.

Mr. President, this is an amendment
that has been cleared on both sides of
the aisle. I know of no objections to it.
I know of no Senators who want to
speak on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate? If not, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 964) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to, and I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

ARKANSAS COMMUNICATIONS PROJECT

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
would like to engage the senior Sen-
ator from Mississippi in a colloquy.

Mr. COCHRAN. I would be pleased to
join the senior Senator from Arkansas
in a colloquy.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this
bill includes the Rural Community Ad-
vancement Program which provides
flexibility to tailor financial assistance
to applicant needs. Through this pro-
gram rural business enterprise grants
are made available.

As you are very well aware, I have
pursued funding for the Arkansas com-
munications project since March 1992.
This project will provide a statewide
communications and education net-
work that will eventually include all
Arkansas publicly funded 2- and 4-year
institutions of higher learning, re-
search and extension centers, coopera-
tive extension county offices, many
rural hospitals, and State and Federal
Government office buildings. The net-
work will include compressed video,
TV/video production, and data
networking. When completed, the
project will serve the large rural popu-
lation of Arkansas as well as provide
linkages and educational support to
our more urban areas.

This committee first voiced its sup-
port for the project in the fiscal year
1993, and the committee has continued
to note its support every year since.
Unfortunately, the University of Ar-
kansas Divisions of Agriculture, which
is sponsoring this project, has endured
mixed results in getting the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to honor the wish-
es of this committee. Promises were
made and broken until the project
came to the attention of Under Sec-
retary Thompson and her staff in Rural
Development. She and they have of-
fered invaluable assistance, and I am
pleased to note that the division re-
ceived funding for the first phase of the
project earlier this year and is actively
seeking funding for the second and
third phases. I should also note that
the division has already committed
sizeable non-federal resources to the
project while reducing the total cost by
nearly one-third. Am I correct in not-
ing that the committee still strongly
supports completion of this project?

Mr. COCHRAN, The ranking member
is correct.

Mr. BUMPERS. And am I correct in
noting that the committee will con-
tinue to actively monitor the progress
of the Department toward fully funding
the Arkansas communications project
in a timely manner?

Mr. COCHRAN. The ranking member
is again correct. The committee notes
its strong approval of the Department
for actively working to fund this im-
portant project from existing re-
sources. The committee reserves the
right to revisit this project next year
should the Department fail to continue
its laudable efforts.

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Chair-
man. Let me also note that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture offered to assist
the division in seeking communication
funds from other Departments as well.
The division recently submitted a
grant request to the Department of
Commerce and it is my expectation
that the Department of Agriculture
will follow through with their offer of
assistance and support.

In addition to the Arkansas commu-
nications project, the Arkansas Enter-
prise Group has been trying to provide
assistance for rural communities and
smaller companies in Arkansas so that



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7902 July 23, 1997
they can join the increasingly global
and international environment. How-
ever, the small companies which the
Arkansas Enterprise Group is trying to
help grow do not meet the criteria re-
quired to move unaided into the export
market. They also fall between the
cracks for other programs that aid
companies to export products. Am I
correct in noting that the committee
supports the Arkansas Enterprise
Group in their business international
exporting loan fund?

Mr. COCHRAN. The ranking member
is correct.

Mr. BUMPERS. Is it also the Senator
from Mississippi’s understanding that
if State allocations are not sufficient
to meet any States needs that a na-
tional reserve is available.

Mr. COCHRAN. The ranking member
is correct.

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Chair-
man.

Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois.
AMENDMENT NO. 965

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of appropriated
funds to provide or pay the salaries of per-
sonnel who provide crop insurance or non-
insured crop disaster assistance for to-
bacco for the 1998 or later crop years)
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report the amendment.
The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], for

himself, Mr. GREGG, and Mr. WYDEN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 965.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 66, between lines 12 and 13, insert

the following:
SEC. 728. None of the funds made available

in this Act may be used to provide or pay the
salaries of personnel who provide crop insur-
ance or noninsured crop disaster assistance
for tobacco for the 1998 or later crop years.

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, one of the most com-
mon questions asked of Members of the
House and Senate at town meetings or
in casual conversations across America
is the following: ‘‘Senator, if the Fed-
eral Government tells us that tobacco
is so dangerous for Americans, why
does the Federal Government continue
to subsidize tobacco in America?

A variety of answers are given to
that question. These answers reflect, in
some ways, our wishes and, in some
ways, misinformation, but the honest
answer is, there is no answer. It is al-
most impossible to explain to Ameri-
ca’s taxpayers why we are subsidizing
the growth of a product which we tell
every American is dangerous when
consumed.

How did we get in this predicament
where we are subsidizing the growth
and cultivation of tobacco in America?
I would like to give a little history.

In the midst of the Great Depression
in 1933, Congress responded to the
plight of farmers facing declining
prices by passing the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1933. This was part of
the New Deal legislation. When that
legislation did not help halt the devas-
tation spreading throughout the vast
rural areas of our Nation, Congress in
1938 passed the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, and in that act, to-
bacco price support programs were
born. The legislation also created farm
programs for a wide variety of other
crops.

Over the years since then, we have
changed and, in effect, totally over-
turned those supply control programs
for almost every crop. Only a few crops
continue to enjoy a program that looks
like the 1938 bill. One of those select
crops is tobacco.

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938 also created the Federal Crop In-
surance Corp. By 1945, tobacco and a
number of other program crops enjoyed
Federal crop insurance to protect farm-
ers from unexpected crop losses. The
Crop Insurance Program has gone
through many changes over the years.
The modern version of the program
began in 1981, with a major reorganiza-
tion, which I was part of, in 1994.

This year, for a farmer who has a
typical crop insurance policy covering
up to 65 percent of the crop’s antici-
pated revenue, the Federal Govern-
ment, the taxpayers, will pay 41.7 per-
cent of the total premium. That is the
direct subsidy to the Crop Insurance
Program. In addition, the administra-
tion of the program is subsidized.

Finally, if losses exceed what is an-
ticipated, the Federal Government is,
in fact, the insurance company of last
resort, paying, for most crops, the dif-
ference. This subsidy may make sense
for many crops. It helps bring some
stability to the production of food and
fiber that Americans rely on. But this
is the most important element.

Tobacco is not like any other crop in
America. Tobacco is neither food nor
fiber. Tobacco is the only crop grown
in America with a body count. It is
time we consider the health effects of
tobacco in deciding whether our Fed-
eral Government should continue to
subsidize insurance for this crop.

How different is tobacco? The to-
bacco crops that receive Federal assist-
ance are processed into cigarettes and
smokeless spit tobacco products that
kill more than 400,000 Americans every
year of cancer, heart disease, and a va-
riety of other illnesses. These products
also disable hundreds of thousands of
other Americans with emphysema and
other respiratory illnesses.

Many of my colleagues will argue,
‘‘Why do you single out tobacco? For
goodness sakes, these farmers are
growing crops just like other farmers.’’
These are not crops like other crops.
Tobacco is different. Every day, 3,000
children in America become regular
smokers for the first time. During
their lifetime, around 30 of these 3,000

kids will be murdered, around 60 will
die in a car crash, and around 1,000 of
these kids, one in three, will die of
smoking-related diseases.

Supporters of the tobacco program
will argue that cutting off Federal crop
insurance isn’t going to stop kids from
smoking. Well, that is true, but the
issue really goes beyond children and
smoking. We have a product here that
has no benefit to human health. None.
Not even if used in moderation. Every
other crop insured by the taxpayers of
this Nation and subsidized by this Gov-
ernment offers benefits, nutrition, pro-
tein, calories, fiber, every other crop
except tobacco.

We are talking here about a product
that the owner of one of our Nation’s
cigarette companies finally admitted
this week under oath is addictive. Ben-
nett LeBow, owner of the Liggett
Group, admitted—finally admitted—
that smoking causes cancer, heart dis-
ease, emphysema, and smoking is ad-
dictive.

This is not a news flash for most
Americans, but we all remember, with
a sense of shame, the seven tobacco
company executives testifying before
the U.S. House of Representatives,
standing under oath saying that their
product was not addictive.

Well, we have come a long way. Be-
cause tobacco and the nicotine in to-
bacco is addictive, many tobacco users
find it almost impossible to quit. They
are then set on a path for life that
often ends in death.

So the issue before us today is:
Should the Federal Government be sub-
sidizing this crop? Should we, with our
tax dollars, subsidize tobacco?

Last year, the Government spent $97
million on a variety of taxpayer-sup-
ported tobacco subsidies. This chart il-
lustrates the Federal tobacco subsidies.
When my colleagues argue there is no
Federal subsidy, they should consider
the real evidence before us.

In 1993, Federal taxpayers gave $65
million of Federal tax money to the
growers and cultivators of tobacco.

In 1994, the figure was $60 million.
In 1995, $51 million.
In 1996, $97 million.
And it is estimated this year that we

will spend $67 million to subsidize to-
bacco. At a time when we are gripped
in a national debate about the devasta-
tion this product causes, we continue,
through our Federal Treasury, to send
millions of dollars to the tobacco grow-
ers. At a time when we are cutting
back on basic education and health
programs in the name of balancing the
budget, for some reason, we can find
the wherewithal and the political
strength to divert $67 million to the
cultivation and growth of tobacco.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture
estimates that the tobacco-related ex-
penditures for the current fiscal year
will be about $67 million. What does
this consist of? Thirty-nine million
dollars is for crop insurance losses; $9
million for crop insurance administra-
tion. That is a $48 million crop insur-
ance subsidy for tobacco.
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So that you understand, the tobacco

growers pay premiums for crop insur-
ance, and then when they have a bad
year and they file their claims saying,
‘‘Our crops didn’t come in as we ex-
pected,’’ the premiums they pay are in-
sufficient to cover their losses. Any
other insurance company would go out
of business at that point. Not the Fed-
eral Government. We step in and say,
‘‘Let’s open the Treasury; let’s make
up the difference.’’

This chart tries to demonstrate spe-
cifically, when it comes to crop insur-
ance subsidies, what we have been pay-
ing, what the net crop insurance losses
have been each year, and you will see
that these losses are substantial.

The administration of the program is
also expensive ranging from about $5.5
million a year to over $11 million a
year, money paid by taxpayers to sub-
sidize crop insurance for tobacco.

The Congressional Budget Office has
produced an official estimate that end-
ing access to the crop insurance pro-
gram and the noninsured crop disaster
assistance program for tobacco would
save us at least—at least—$34 million
for the next year, and beyond that per-
haps even more.

I am offering this amendment today
with my colleague, Republican Senator
JUDD GREGG of New Hampshire. To-
bacco issues have always been biparti-
san issues, as they should be. Our
amendment will prohibit the Federal
Government from providing crop insur-
ance for tobacco.

For consistency, the amendment also
prohibits payments for tobacco under
the noninsured disaster assistance pro-
gram, a new, surrogate risk manage-
ment program created in the 1996 farm
bill.

Federal taxpayers paid around $80
million in net tobacco crop insurance
costs in 1996, including premium sub-
sidies and overhead administrative
costs. These costs have exceeded $29
million in every year since fiscal year
1993.

There are all the speeches given by
all of the Members of Congress of both
political parties protesting what the
tobacco companies are doing and how
tobacco is devastating the American
population, notwithstanding each year
we fork over millions and millions of
dollars to promote the product that
causes all this death and disease.

Now, who supports our effort with
this amendment? It has been endorsed
by a wide variety of health groups and
spending watchdog groups, including
the Action on Smoking and Health, the
American Cancer Society, the Amer-
ican Heart Association, the American
Lung Association, Friends of the
Earth, the National Center for To-
bacco-Free Kids, Public Citizen, Tax-
payers for Common Sense, and the U.S.
Public Interest Research Group.

The most common response from the
tobacco side is, ‘‘You got it all wrong,
Senator. You just don’t understand.
Tobacco pays its own way.’’ The so-
called no-net-cost program was for

many years tobacco’s defense whenever
we would raise these issues. This pro-
gram, the so-called no-net-cost tobacco
price support program, is in fact the
no-net-cost program by and large.

Our amendment does not touch the
program, so this program will con-
tinue. Those farmers who can and want
to participate in it will be allowed to
do so, at their own expense, not at the
taxpayers’ expense.

In each of the last several years, the
Department of Agriculture spending on
tobacco-related programs has cost
about $50 million.

We want to make certain that, as we
get into this program, the facts are
clear. There are some who will say,
‘‘Why are you picking on tobacco? We
insure a lot of crops in the United
States.’’ You know, that is a fact. Here
is a list, a partial list—we think there
may be some more—of about 67 crops
that are covered by Federal crop insur-
ance. They run the gamut from al-
monds to wheat. Corn, of course, is in
there, and soybeans, and so many other
products which are used by Americans
nationwide. We have decided, as a na-
tion, that for these 67 crops, we will
provide crop insurance.

The defenders of tobacco crop insur-
ance will say, ‘‘Well, wait a minute. If
you’re going to provide crop insurance
for all these crops, why don’t you pro-
vide it for tobacco?’’ I have tried to
make the public health case here that
tobacco is different. But just to put in
perspective the fact that there are
many things grown, cultivated and
raised in America in the name of agri-
culture and aquaculture which are not
insured, I would like to offer the fol-
lowing charts of crops not covered by
Federal crop insurance.

Forgive me if I do not read them be-
cause, honestly, we do not have the
time. But as you can see in chart after
chart—I am going to run out of space
here if I am not careful—chart after
chart, we have lists of crops grown by
farmers across the United States for
which there is no crop insurance.

In fact, these farmers are on their
own. If they should happen to be grow-
ing seeds, as we have in this one chart
here, or shrubs, for that matter, and
they have a bad year, there is a
drought or a flood, it is their own luck,
maybe their own bad luck.

The final chart here wraps it up.
Trust me. There are about 1,600 dif-
ferent crops ranging all the way from
watermelons to sod and shrubs and so
many other things that are not insured
by the Federal Government. Among
the more than 1,000 commodities not
eligible are honey, broccoli, water-
melon, cantaloupes, squash, cherries,
cucumbers, snow peas, even livestock
for that matter.

Our crop insurance restriction does
not single out tobacco for unique treat-
ment. It says that tobacco will not be
in that special category of 67 insured
crops but will be in the other category
of about 1,600 crops and other things
raised by America’s farmers and ranch-

ers which are not protected, and I
think for good reason.

There is also a complaint that I am
hurting small tobacco farmers with
this amendment. Not a single farmer
will lose a job because of this bill. This
legislation does not affect crop insur-
ance policies for the current crop year.
The legislation does not affect the to-
bacco price support program or Federal
extension services. Farmers will still
be eligible to participate in the pro-
gram at their own expense and sell to-
bacco to their customers.

Tobacco farming—and we will hear a
lot about small tobacco farmers eking
out a living—is one of the most lucra-
tive forms of agriculture in America.
Gross receipts for tobacco are around
$4,000 per acre. We will be told about
little mom and pop operations scraping
by for grocery money raising tobacco. I
am sure that can be the case, but keep
in mind that people who are growing
tobacco are netting per acre substan-
tially more than any other legal crop
grown in America.

For an acre of corn, you are lucky to
bring out gross receipts of $300 to $400;
for tobacco, $4,000. For an acre of
wheat, gross receipts of $200 or less; for
tobacco, $4,000 per acre. Data from the
USDA indicates that net receipts from
an acre of tobacco averaged between
$450 and $1,100 per acre. According to
one of my colleagues, farmers can get
$1,844 in net profit from a net acre of
tobacco compared to $100 for soybeans.

The value of the Federal crop insur-
ance subsidy to tobacco farmers aver-
ages less than $100 per acre. So the
question is, if a farmer is going to get
$1,800 in profit off tobacco per acre, will
he go out of business with a new addi-
tional cost of $100? I think not.

Can farmers replace this insurance?
There is the private insurance market
that they can turn to. It is not offered
now because the Federal Government
subsidizes crop insurance for tobacco.
But insurance companies have never
shied away from potentially lucrative
new markets. We do expect, though,
that farmers will have to pay their own
way. Tobacco farmers will have to pay
premiums which will match their
losses. But this amendment, in ending
the Federal subsidy for tobacco crop
insurance, does not end the oppor-
tunity to buy insurance.

There has been an argument made
that this will hurt minority farmers
who will not be able to get loans to
grow tobacco if they do not have crop
insurance. This amendment will mere-
ly put these tobacco farmers in the
same position as all of the farmers who
currently grow crops not covered by
crop insurance. The private insurance
market will be expected to step in and
provide this insurance.

Furthermore, in May 1997, the USDA
published a study of ‘‘limited-resource
farmers,’’ which includes many minor-
ity farmers. According to this report:

Results of the research indicate that so-
cially disadvantaged, small, and limited-op-
portunity operators tend not to purchase
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crop insurance nor to participate in insur-
ance-type programs operated by the USDA.

Some will argue we should not be
doing this today because there is a to-
bacco settlement that is being debated.
This settlement, I hope, is going to be
enacted this year. But it may not be
this year, it may be next year, it may
be even longer.

As currently written, the proposed
settlement does not address the crop
insurance issue or any other issues re-
lated to tobacco subsidies. The farmers
were not at the table—and I am sure
this will be pointed out by one of my
colleagues—during this negotiation for
the tobacco settlement.

This amendment is outside the scope
of the proposed settlement, and we can
address this issue separately without
getting into the complex issues raised
by the proposed settlement.

Another argument is this will open
the floodgates for foreign tobacco if we
do not continue to provide this Federal
subsidy, that the domestic tobacco
market will suffer and foreigners will
come in to take their place.

This amendment will not put domes-
tic tobacco farmers out of business. It
will not significantly raise the price of
tobacco, which makes only a small
part of the cost of a pack of cigarettes.
The value of tobacco in a pack of ciga-
rettes is estimated to be 10 cents. You
know what people pay for those things?
Two, three dollars and more per pack.
So there is no reason to expect tobacco
companies to change in any way the
amount of tobacco they purchase from
U.S. farmers.

Furthermore, we currently have a
tariff rate quota in place for tobacco
which restricts the amount of tobacco
that can be imported. Previous Con-
gresses have already prohibited USDA
funding for tobacco-related research
and export assistance.

This legislation takes another impor-
tant step to make our agricultural
policies more consistent with our
health policies regarding tobacco. I
called this amendment for a vote last
year in the House of Representatives,
and it came within two votes of pas-
sage. It is my understanding it will be
offered again this year. In 1992, how-
ever, the House voted 331–82 to add an
amendment to the ag appropriations
bill to prohibit the use of Market Pro-
motion Program export assistance for
tobacco. This amendment was accepted
by the Senate and became law.

In 1993, the ag appropriations bill ex-
tended this policy to all export assist-
ance programs. In 1994, the same bill
extended the prohibition on tobacco as-
sistance to USDA’s research program.

This legislation adds crop insurance
and noninsured crop disaster assistance
to the list of programs for which to-
bacco assistance is excluded.

Mr. President, I know that this
amendment is controversial. Every to-
bacco issue that I have raised in the
House and the Senate has been con-
troversial. But I believe this is the
right thing to do. If we make this deci-

sion today, we will be able to go back
to our States and districts and in good
conscience say to the voters that we
got the message, that we have on the
one hand said that tobacco is dan-
gerous for Americans and we have on
the other hand said our subsidy will be
ended.

Putting an end to this Federal sub-
sidy for tobacco reflects the reality of
the national debate today. I believe
that this amendment which Senator
GREGG and I have offered is a step in
the right direction to make our tax
policy and our subsidy policy consist-
ent with our public health policy.

At this point I will yield for a ques-
tion to my cosponsor of the amend-
ment, Mr. GREGG, or if he would like to
seek time on his own, I will yield back
the floor.

Mr. GREGG. I appreciate the Senator
from Illinois yielding and congratulate
him on this amendment, on which I
join him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Illinois yield the floor?

Mr. DURBIN. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

seeks recognition?
Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, it is a

pleasure to be joining with my col-
league from Illinois today in this
amendment to correct what is an obvi-
ous inconsistency, to put it in conserv-
ative terms, in American public policy.

I think there is a general consensus
now in this Nation that the use of to-
bacco is unfortunate, that we wish to
discourage its use, especially amongst
young people, and that as a govern-
ment we are trying desperately to in-
form people of the harm of tobacco to
their health and the addictive nature
of tobacco and the fact that there is
very little positive that comes from
smoking tobacco.

We have had innumerable Surgeon
Generals, including the great Surgeon
General Dr. Koop, point out this prob-
lem as a matter of Federal public pol-
icy. We now have a commitment by
this administration, and I believe by
this Congress, to try to change the
manner in which tobacco is marketed
in this country, especially to the young
people, so that we can lessen the im-
pact of this harmful addiction on
America and especially on our young.

Yet at the same time that we are
doing this, at the same time that as a
matter of Federal policy, as presented
by the Surgeon General, as presented
by the Congress, as presented by the
administration, at the same time that
we are pointing out as a matter of Fed-
eral policy that the use of tobacco is
harmful and bad and it has a delete-
rious effect on health and a very dra-
matically negative impact on the fi-
nancial situation of this Nation be-
cause of its costs in the area of health
costs, at that same time we are subsi-
dizing the capacity of the product to be
grown. It makes no sense at all.

This amendment will save $34 mil-
lion, but it is hardly the money that is
important here. It is the statement of
public policy that is important. The
fact is that, if this Government is
going to subsidize the growing of to-
bacco at the same time it is claiming
tobacco is a scourge on the health of
this country, we are sending two mes-
sages which are totally inconsistent
and inappropriate.

Now, the insurance program, as it is
presently structured, is a program
which basically puts the grower of to-
bacco in a unique position, the position
where essentially there is a no-loss sit-
uation where the Federal Government
comes in and assures that the grower,
whether tobacco grows or not, whether
tobacco is brought to market or not, is
able to recover the value of the to-
bacco.

This type of a fail-safe situation
makes little sense for any commodity,
but it certainly does not make any
sense for a commodity which has al-
ready been declared a detriment to the
health of America and especially to the
health of children. More importantly,
it is not needed. It is not even needed.

Tobacco is a very lucrative crop. In
fact, compared to other crops, tobacco
is dramatically more profitable than
other crops. I have a chart which re-
flects that fact, which I will not sub-
ject you to because this floor gets
enough charts, but essentially tobacco
crops as a cash crop per acre generate
approximately $3,700, whereas wheat,
for example, on a per acre basis gen-
erates about $134 and corn on a per acre
basis represents about $322. So tobacco
is generating 10 times the value of corn
and many times the value of wheat.

It hardly seems a crop which is so lu-
crative would need to have a Federal
insurance program to guarantee it, but
we do have that program, and that pro-
gram costs about $34 million a year.
Thus, this amendment, which will put
an end to that type of an insurance
program, which is, first, not needed be-
cause the crop itself is viable on its
own, regrettably, but it is viable on its
own at such high value that it should
not be protected by this type of insur-
ance program; but, second, an insur-
ance program which flies in the face of
the public policy of the Government
generally, especially public policy as
stated by the Surgeon General, the
President, and this administration,
that that type of program should be
ended.

So this amendment ends it. It is
about time we did that. It is certainly
consistent with the direction which
this Congress is moving and this Gov-
ernment is moving and the American
people are moving relative to the use
of tobacco and the harm that it is caus-
ing in the area of health in this coun-
try.

I congratulate the Senator from Illi-
nois for bringing forward this amend-
ment. I am happy to join him in it, and
I hope that the Members of the Senate
will support it.
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I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, there is no

time agreement on this amendment, as
I understand it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). That is correct.

Mr. FORD. And there will not be for
a while.

Mr. President, there is a lot of to-
bacco bashing going on and I under-
stand that better than anybody in this
Chamber. An agreement that has been
negotiated—and my good friend from
Illinois, even though we disagree on
this, we are friends, understands—that
negotiation is continuing and we will
be called upon to make the ultimate
decision as to whether that negotiated
package will fly, will be passed, worked
out, whatever.

Many parts of that negotiated agree-
ment take care of everything that has
been said by my two colleagues, except
the farmer. The farmer was never at
the table. You say you will hear a lot
about protecting farmers, the little
farm. You are darn right; you will hear
a lot about it. They were not at the
table, they were not considered, and so
therefore, here we come, bashing the
farmer again.

You say it is a lucrative crop. Well,
let’s look at something here. Ken-
tucky’s average farm size is 159 acres.
The average farm size of Illinois is
370—that is the difference. Kentucky’s
average gross income per farm is
$42,000 and the net to that farm is
$11,000. The Illinois average gross in-
come per farm is $128,000, three times
what Kentucky’s average farm income
is, and their gross profit is more than
double, $25,000 net profit. That is an Il-
linois farm compared to a Kentucky
farm.

We talk about the gross net profit
from one crop which is about an acre,
1 acre, you get $1,800. But the farmer
has to be considered. The package has
not. I am trying to figure out a way
that I can be flat so when the steam-
roller comes, it won’t hurt. But it is
another attack on the tobacco farmer,
even though there is no tobacco sub-
sidy—no tobacco subsidy, and I under-
score that.

Tobacco farmers participate—and my
friend from Illinois said it—participate
in a price support system that is com-
pletely paid for. In fact, tobacco farm-
ers are unique in that they actually
contribute millions of dollars each
year toward deficit reduction—$31 mil-
lion last year. There is not another
crop or another farmer that is assessed
to pay money into the general fund for
deficit reduction.

Last year, the tobacco farmer alone
paid over $31 million. I hear your loss
is only 34—maybe it is only 3, because
the farmer is paying almost all of that
in an assessment for every pound he
sells, and that is deducted from his
check before he gets it, before he goes
to the bank to pay his loan. Crop insur-
ance is not a subsidy. It is not a sub-
sidy. It is not unique to tobacco. The
Durbin amendment does not hit the to-
bacco companies.

We hear all about the health. This
amendment will not stop one person
from smoking. What it will do is ensure
that tobacco farmers will slowly but
surely go out of business. That is what
they want. Tobacco is a culture and it
will take a while.

Before we became a nation, if you
want to read history, it said that Mr.
Jones came for his spring planting, his
seed for his spring planting, and he
paid for it with some of the finest to-
bacco I have ever seen. Tobacco was
money. Referring to the Mother State,
Virginia, the pages of Virginia history
are splattered with tobacco juice. So
tobacco has been here for a long, long
time.

Over 60 percent, Mr. President, of
every acre farmed in the United States
is covered by crop insurance, and the
number is higher for individual crops.
Corn: 85 percent of every acre is cov-
ered by crop insurance. Sugar beets: 89
percent of every acre grown is covered.
Wheat: 90 percent of every acre grown
is covered by crop insurance. Cotton: 94
percent is covered by crop insurance.

Farmers will tell you what tobacco
farmers know—all of these farmers
will. Without crop insurance, there is
no farm. That is because without crop
insurance, banks will not make loans
to growers for their farming oper-
ations. Farmers in my State do not
just borrow money to grow tobacco,
they borrow money to grow other
crops. Their average income is $25,000,
and their net profit is $11,000. But they
would not have that if they could not
get the crop insurance to lay down to
the banker to support the loan.

No legitimate lender—and I say that,
legitimate lender—will take the risk of
lending to an uninsured operation. You
cannot even borrow money on a house
without an insurance policy, and there
will not be a private-sector substitute
for crop insurance, either. Talk about
private sector. One of the reasons the
USDA extends crop insurance to a par-
ticular crop is because a private-sector
alternative does not exist. You say,
‘‘Go out and get insurance.’’ Well, you
can’t go out and get it; it doesn’t exist.
You can get hail insurance on tobacco
at 7 percent of the loss. That is all you
get from private carriers. I used to do
it, I understand it.

This is what the American Associa-
tion of Crop Insurers say:

Privately, underwriting multiple peril in-
surance has been tried in the past and it has
failed miserably. This is true for tobacco, as
well. Hail, the only peril wholly privately
underwritten, accounts for less than 7 per-
cent of crop losses in tobacco-growing
States. The private sector would be incapa-
ble of insuring the remaining 93 percent risk
of loss on a multiple peril universal base
without some form of catastrophic reinsur-
ance from the Government, but while there
is no farm without crop insurance, discrimi-
nating against tobacco farmers won’t do
anything to reduce tobacco use.

Won’t do anything to reduce tobacco
use.

Crop insurance doesn’t promote in-
creased use of tobacco any more than

automobile insurance promotes an in-
crease in car sales. The bottom line of
the Durbin amendment is this: Amer-
ican farmers go out of business and
whole communities in the South die.
The big tobacco companies continue to
make and sell cigarettes. While com-
munities die, the manufacturers con-
tinue to make and sell cigarettes. If we
are going to talk about making
changes to the crop insurance system,
it should not target the family farmer.

Before we get through, I will have a
second-degree amendment to the
amendment of the Senator from Illi-
nois. My second-degree amendment
would reform the crop insurance to
make sure it supports family farms,
not corporate farms. Let me repeat
that. My second-degree amendment
would reform the crop insurance to
make sure it supports family farmers,
not corporate farms. I’m prepared to
fight this battle. If we are going to be
changing crop insurance, I am prepared
to offer second-degree after second-de-
gree to make sure the changes are com-
prehensive and don’t single out a com-
modity or a single type of farmer, be-
cause that is what the Durbin amend-
ment does: It singles out one commod-
ity grown in one part of the country by
one type of farmer, a small family
farmer.

Now, Mr. President, we just heard my
friend from Illinois talk about the loss
from tobacco insurance. Well, stand
back. Here are all the losses from other
crops. Wheat, since 1984, $288.7 million
lost to the Federal Government—a sub-
sidy to wheat farmers. I don’t believe
you would vote today to do away with
crop insurance for the wheat farmer,
because you say it is health. Well, ev-
erything Kentucky farmers or North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, or
Tennessee farmers grow—even Wiscon-
sin farmers grow tobacco—they get in-
surance. But they borrow money and
insure other crops. Think about al-
monds. That was the very first one the
Senator said—almonds. Almost $50 mil-
lion in loss to the Federal Government.
That is a lot more than tobacco. We
could go down the list. Grain sorghum.
I don’t know where grain sorghum
comes from—maybe from Illinois,
maybe Wyoming, I don’t know. But
they lost $36.1 million. So we can get
into even sunflowers lost, which is $22
million.

These are losses to other crops, and
my friend would not vote to reduce the
loss on wheat or almonds or barley or
grain sorghum or these others, but he
would on tobacco because he says to-
bacco is dangerous.

I am trying to help. I am trying to
work out a package. I am trying to
help negotiate. I have listened in every
meeting. I have been to every meeting
and we even had one group yesterday
that the only thing they want in the
negotiated agreement is some way to
eliminate the addiction. That is fine.
The biggest argument in the tobacco
negotiated package will be what per-
centage of that package the trial law-
yers are going to get. That will be most
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contentious. It is not in there. That is
to be negotiated yet.

The result of this elimination of the
ability to secure crop insurance will be
devastating to the farmers in my area.
Yet, this is not the biggest loss to agri-
culture crop insurance. Mr. President, I
have a letter from the Department of
Agriculture addressed to Senator THAD
COCHRAN, chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, and Related Agencies of the
Committee on Appropriations, and I
read just a couple of items. There were
89,000 tobacco growers—89,000 tobacco
growers—with crop insurance policies
in 1996. Tobacco growers in three
States—North Carolina, South Caro-
lina and Virginia—received $77.8 mil-
lion in indemnities for losses due to
back-to-back hurricanes that hit the
east coast last year. These funds helped
communities recover from disaster and
were paid for in part by the producers
themselves.

The significance of a program that
encourages producers to assess their
individual risk management needs and
allows them to pay part of a cost for
coverage must not be lost at a time
when fewer dollars—fewer dollars—are
available for other types of assistance.
Elimination of tobacco crop insurance
would place a greater burden on other
sources of relief. So when you take it
away from one place, you place the
burden on other sources in case of a
hurricane or tornado or flood.

But if you have insurance, that lifts
the burden from these other areas that
hasn’t been offset in your figure here
yet. The $77 million paid last year in
three States hasn’t been offset from
the $34 million. So it makes a little bit
of difference, I think, when you look at
it in the true light. This idea of me
crying crocodile tears for the small
farmer, if that’s what it takes, I will
give you 30 minutes to draw a crowd to
stop this amendment. This amendment
is absolutely no different and the
speech is no different than it was in
1992 or 1993 or 1994, or whenever it was.

So, Mr. President, I hope my col-
leagues will understand that, yes, we
grow tobacco in Kentucky, yes, we
grow a little corn, a little soybeans, a
little wheat. We do the things that
other small farmers do. I want you to
remember that the farms in Illinois are
almost three times as large as my aver-
age farm, and the net income to the
farmer in the State of Illinois is more
than twice what my farmers’ net in-
come would be. Yet, they do grow to-
bacco.

So, Mr. President, I am going to yield
the floor soon so my colleague from
Kentucky can have some time. But I
want to make one final point. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois said
that all these other crops are not cov-
ered. I think about 1,600, something
like that. First, they haven’t peti-
tioned the Federal Government for it.
They haven’t asked to participate. A
lot of them have private insurance. So
you have to be in a position of request-

ing it before the Government will con-
sider it. I don’t believe they have peti-
tioned. So it’s a little bit unusual.

We don’t get anything in tobacco as
it relates to the farm bill—not a dime.
Corn gets crop insurance, and we have
lost over $288 million. Yet, they get a
check every year as a subsidy. They
don’t even have to grow it. That is
what we call back in Kentucky a mail-
box job. Just go out to the mailbox and
get your check. Everybody lost that.
So for every acre that they have and
they signed up, they get a check every
year for so much per acre, whether
they grow it or not. The tobacco farm-
er doesn’t get that.

So there is a bit of fairness here, I
think, that ought to be given. As we
work through the problems of the to-
bacco industry, we need to be sure that
we understand that those who grow to-
bacco are just as human, just as reli-
gious, just as American, just as needy,
just as hard working as the farmers
that grow wheat or corn or granola or
whatever. They are good Americans. I
can take you anywhere in my State, in
any town where we have a circle with a
courthouse. Usually, on that court-
house is a monument of some kind to
those tobacco farmers who gave their
lives for this country in World War I,
World War II, Vietnam, and the Per-
sian Gulf.

So, let’s try to work through this and
understand that the people I represent
have no control, basically, over what
we are doing here. We are after the
manufacturers, but we are getting at
the farmer. Somehow, some way, we
ought not make a farmer in my State
who will net $1,800 off of an acre, which
is labor intensive, to $4,000, and about
half of that is expense. There is not as
much work in corn, soybeans, or oth-
ers. The weather works on all of them.
But my people are just as hard work-
ing, just as sincere and, I think, need
to be helped and looked after just as
anybody else.

This amendment, according to the
Secretary of Agriculture, would have a
particular detrimental effect on thou-
sands of small farmers in tobacco-pro-
ducing States, not to mention the toll
it would take on the economic stability
of many rural communities. Just let
me read that one sentence again. This
amendment would have a particularly
detrimental effect on thousands of
small farmers in tobacco-producing
States, not to mention the toll it
would take on the economic stability
of many rural communities.

An overwhelming majority of crop
insurance policies in this area are sold
to small farmers. It seems to me, rath-
er than to cut the cord of economic
stability on the farmer to get after
something else, we ought to be sure
that that farmer has an opportunity,
and we will get around to others.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
congratulate my friend and colleague
from Kentucky, Senator FORD, for his
statement on behalf of the tobacco
growers of our State.

Mr. President, the Durbin amend-
ment is not directed at the tobacco
companies; it’s directed at the tobacco
farmer. We don’t have many big farm-
ers in my State. We have about 60,000
tobacco growers in 119 of our 120 coun-
ties. They are everywhere. And the av-
erage base in Kentucky, Mr. President,
is about an acre.

The profile of a typical tobacco farm
family in Kentucky:

The husband probably works in the
factory, the wife probably works in a
cut-and-sew plant. They tend to their 1
acre of burley tobacco, and they sell it
in the November and December auc-
tion, which provides for Christmas
money and, for a lot of families, a lot
more than Christmas money—Christ-
mas plus a lot of other things they
need for their families during the
course of the year.

Now, the Durbin amendment seeks to
drive these tobacco farmers out of busi-
ness, as if somehow, if you drove the
tobacco farmers out of business, there
would not be any more tobacco grown.
Of course, it would be grown. It would
just be grown by others. It would be
grown in big corporate farms of hun-
dreds of thousands of acres under con-
tract with the companies.

So bear in mind, my colleagues, you
do nothing to terminate the growth of
tobacco by driving the little tobacco
grower out of business. It serves no
useful purpose. Tobacco is going to be
grown. It is going to be grown in this
country, overseas, and already is grown
in virtually a great many countries in
the world. It is going to be grown, and
nobody is proposing to make it illegal.
The only issue before us, Mr. President,
is who grows it? Who grows it? The to-
bacco program, which the tobacco
growers themselves and the companies
pay for at no net cost to the Govern-
ment, guarantees that the production
is in a whole lot of hands. In the case
of the Commonwealth of Kentucky, it
is in over 60,000 hands.

Senator DURBIN’s amendment pro-
hibits tobacco farmers from obtaining
Federal crop insurance, as well as dis-
aster payments. That is clearly di-
rected at the farmer, the grower, not at
the companies. The companies are
going to get their tobacco, Mr. Presi-
dent. They are either going to get it
from large corporate farmers under
contract, or they will get it overseas.
But they will get their tobacco, even if
the 1-acre burley grower in Kentucky
that Senator FORD and I represent is
out of business and a whole lot poorer.

Currently, 1,500 crops are eligible for
disaster payments under the non-
insured assistance program. These are
crops that are already eligible for tra-
ditional crop insurance. Therefore, if
Senator DURBIN’s amendment passed,
in a natural disaster most small to-
bacco farmers would simply not be able
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to recover their losses, putting them
out of business. That is why I say—and
as Senator FORD has said—this is an
amendment directed at the farmer and
not at the companies.

We have been plagued in Kentucky
this year by natural disasters, as many
other areas have as well, and with
every other unpredictable element that
farmers have to deal with—disease,
labor, incredibly high expenses. Imag-
ine that we would take away their only
meager defense against Mother Nature
just because they farm a legal com-
modity. It is simply unfair.

The amendment of the Senator from
Illinois prevents many small- and me-
dium-sized farmers from receiving pro-
tection against what could be cata-
strophic risks. Farmers may invest up
to $2,800 per acre growing tobacco.
Many of them do. A natural disaster—
a loss of this magnitude—simply could
not be overcome. So we are talking
here about farmers who depend on
their income from this crop.

Additionally, it is important to note
that banks and lending institutions
will find it difficult to approve loans
for farmers who cannot obtain crop in-
surance. So we come down to the real
issue here.

Senator DURBIN’s amendment un-
fairly singles out tobacco farmers and
tobacco-farming communities who
grow a legal crop simply to try to get
at the tobacco companies. Eliminating
crop insurance for tobacco farmers
does nothing to stop growing of to-
bacco or punish cigarette companies.
The only individuals injured are those
who can least afford it, those closest to
the poverty level, and those most like-
ly to be unable to find or afford alter-
native private insurance.

There is a lot of discussion about al-
ternative private insurance. I don’t
think my typical grower with a 2,500-
pound base is going to be able to afford
to do that and still purchase that, and
still grow the crop profitably. This
amendment is not going to stop people
from smoking. It will only hurt U.S.
tobacco growers for whom tobacco pays
the bills—not the big companies.

Tobacco farming, as we all know, is
the starting point of over $15 billion
that goes to Federal, State, and local
governments in tax revenue, and con-
tributes an additional $6 billion to the
U.S. balance of trade. That is a $6 bil-
lion positive balance of trade.

By ignoring the need for disaster re-
lief for the tobacco farmers, the prece-
dent is being set for the elimination of
crop insurance for other major com-
modities.

In 1994, we passed a law to end ad hoc
disaster programs and have crop insur-
ance be the primary risk management
tool for farmers.

By ignoring the need for disaster re-
lief for just one set of farmers—tobacco
farmers who suffer natural disasters in
the same manner that corn, wheat,
soybean, and other farmers do—a
precedent is being set to eliminate crop
insurance for other commodities.

Mr. President, as Senator FORD has
pointed out, Secretary Glickman is op-
posed to this amendment. The Farm
Credit Council is opposed to this
amendment. And the American Asso-
ciation of Crop Insurers is opposed as
well.

Crop insurance is to protect families.
That is what crop insurance is about:
Helping to minimize the financial
interruptions to their plans and life-
styles due to crop losses.

These are families who usually work
two jobs, as I suggested earlier. In my
State, these are not rich farmers. We
are talking about people who cultivate
about an acre of tobacco on the side, in
addition to their normal sources of in-
come. These farmers aren’t in a busi-
ness where they have excess amounts
of money in savings. Everything is cal-
culated, and income from tobacco is re-
lied upon. By having crop insurance, it
gives farmers, bankers, and commu-
nities peace of mind through income
stability and minimizing risk.

Crop insurance also provides farm
lenders with collateral that helps mini-
mize liens on other assets, obviously
avoiding or reducing a farmer’s needs
to rely on credit.

As I believe my colleague from Ken-
tucky pointed out, Secretary Glickman
said:

I am determined that everyone will have
access to crop insurance, large farmers and
small farmers alike, especially those with
limited resources—minorities and produc-
ers—in all areas of the country.

That certainly describes the 60,000 to-
bacco growers of Kentucky.

This amendment would have a par-
ticularly detrimental effect on thou-
sands of small farmers in States like
my own. An overwhelming majority of
crop insurance policies in this area are
sold to small farmers. Therefore, elimi-
nating crop insurance for tobacco will
not fulfill the Secretary’s promise to
poorer farmers. Rather, this amend-
ment is squarely in opposition to the
Department’s stated policy of fighting
discrimination against minorities and
economically disadvantaged farmers.

Let me sum it up again. This amend-
ment is directed at the farmer who is
growing a legal crop. To the extent
that this small farmer finds it difficult
to acquire crop insurance, the poten-
tial for disaster for these small farm
families is greatly enhanced.

The Durbin amendment does nothing
to fight smoking. It does nothing to
punish the companies. In fact, it is di-
rected at the heart of the farming
areas in the southeastern part of the
United States.

I repeat: The average grower in Ken-
tucky has about 2,500 pounds. That is
about 1 acre. You push that fellow out
of business, and tobacco will still be
grown. It is going to be grown by big
corporate farms. They are not going to
be particularly concerned about this
crop insurance issue. They do not have
any trouble paying for it.

This amendment serves no useful
purpose. If you want to fight smoking,

this amendment is only directed at
low- and medium-income farmers in
places like the Commonwealth of Ken-
tucky.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER [Mr.

SANTORUM]. The Senator from Ken-
tucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that a letter from Amer-
ican Association of Crop Insurers, ad-
dressed to Chairman TED STEVENS and
Ranking Member ROBERT C. BYRD, be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF
CROP INSURERS,

Washington, DC, July 16, 1997.
Hon. TED STEVENS,
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, The Capitol, Washington, DC.

Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD,
Ranking Member, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, The Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN AND MR. RANKING
MEMBER: It has come to our attention that
an amendment may be offered to the Fiscal
Year 1998 Agriculture, Rural Development,
FDA, and Related Agencies Appropriations
Bill that would eliminate crop insurance or
any other form of government-supported dis-
aster aid for tobacco. We are writing to ex-
press the American Association of Crop In-
surers’ (AACI’s) opposition to such an
amendment as well as to dispel a principal
myth underlying the amendment.

AACI’s membership consists of private in-
surance companies who deliver Federally re-
insured multiple peril crop insurance to
America’s farmers as well as several thou-
sand independent agents and adjusters affili-
ated with those companies. All AACI mem-
ber companies are also involved in the pri-
vate crop hail insurance business as well.
AACI member companies and their affiliated
agents collectively wrote over 80% of the
Federal crop insurance sold by private com-
panies in 1996.

Providing risk management protection to
American crop producers is the sole reason
that AACI member companies are in the crop
insurance business. As long as data are avail-
able from which an actuarially sound insur-
ance program can be developed, the insur-
ance industry does not discriminate against
crops that are insured nor the producers who
grow those crops. If Congress were to dis-
criminate against tobacco producers by de-
nying them any form of Federal assistance
related to their risk management needs, we
believe that the economy of both the produc-
ers and the rural communities in which they
live could be placed at severe risk that one
disaster could substantially devastate. In ad-
dition, the economic health of several of our
members who have considerable books of
business in tobacco growing states would
also be put at risk.

While it is true that the number of crops
covered by Federal crop insurance is limited
when compared with the total number of
crops grown in the country, most if not all of
the crops not currently insurable are covered
by the noninsured disaster assistance pro-
gram or NAP administered by the Farm
Service Agency. However, both under exist-
ing law and under the proposed amendment,
tobacco would be ineligible for such protec-
tion. This isolation among crops leaves the
crop and its producers totally exposed to the
uncontrollable risk of weather.

Some believe that this exposure could be
covered by the private sector without assist-
ance from the Federal Government. That is
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not true for several reasons. First, the main
reason the Federal Government is involved
in crop insurance is due to the catastrophic
nature of crop disasters and the inability of
the private sector to bear that magnitude of
loss. Privately underwritten multiple peril
insurance has been tried in the past and it
failed miserably. The inability of the private
sector to bear the risk of loss from multiple
perils is true for tobacco as well. Hail, the
principal peril wholly privately under-
written, accounts for less than 7% of crop
losses in tobacco-growing states. The private
sector would be incapable of insuring the re-
maining 93% risk of loss on a multiple-peril,
universal basis without some form of cata-
strophic reinsurance from the government.

Second, if tobacco farmers were to bear the
full cost of the current policies, that cost
would escalate from approximately $54 an
acre to over $125 per acre—a more than 100%
increase—when administrative costs are
added, risk-based premium subsidies are re-
moved, and some reinsurance costs are in-
cluded. There would be many producers who
could not afford those rates, especially the
over 53,000 producers holding catastrophic
policies for which they paid a total of $50,
not $50 per acre.

Third, even if a private multiple peril to-
bacco policy was developed, private compa-
nies would be unable to make it universally
available. Aside from it not being affordable
to a large number of producers, the cata-
strophic nature of the risk would prevent
companies from making it available to all
producers. Individual risks would have to be
underwritten and some risks would be denied
insurance either directly or through cost-
prohibitive rates. This is unlike the Federal
program where companies must accept all
insureds no matter what the risk without
any individual adjustment of rates since the
government sets the rates.

Providing risk management products to to-
bacco producers and producers of other crops
in tobacco growing states constitutes a con-
siderable source of income to a number of
rural crop insurance agents and crop adjust-
ers in those states. If crop insurance for to-
bacco were eliminated, that may actually
threaten the ability of these agents and ad-
justers to stay in business thereby affecting
insurance availability for producers of other
crops as well. This is not to mention the im-
pact on the rural community where the
agents, adjusters, and their support staff live
and work.

As long as it is legal to grow a crop in this
country and there are actuarially sufficient
data to provide insurance, AACI members do
not believe that the crop or its producers
should be discriminated against. Due to the
inability of the private sector to offer an af-
fordable, universally available private mul-
tiple peril insurance product on tobacco,
there remains a proper role for government
involvement. We encourage you to continue
that role by rejecting any amendment that
may terminate that responsibility.

Sincerely,
JOHN E. SHEELEY,

Counsel.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I would
like to put in the RECORD at this point
a letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture to the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Senator COCHRAN, and ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,

Washington, DC, July 23, 1997.
Hon. THAD COCHRAN,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural

Development, and Related Agencies, Com-
mittee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR THAD: I am writing concerning an
amendment to the fiscal year (FY) 1998 Agri-
culture Appropriations Act offered by Sen-
ator Richard Durbin, which would prohibit
the use of funds to pay the salaries of person-
nel who provide crop insurance or non-
insured crop disaster assistance for tobacco
for the 1998 and later crop years.

The Department of Agriculture (USDA) op-
poses this amendment. Crop insurance and
noninsured crop disaster assistance pro-
grams comprise the principal remaining
‘‘safety net’’ for farmers suffering crop losses
from natural disasters, since the elimination
of ad hoc disaster aid. The adoption of this
amendment will effectively end our ability
to provide crop insurance and noninsured as-
sistance payments for tobacco growers.

Crop insurance is an essential part of the
producer ‘‘safety net’’ envisioned by the Ad-
ministration’s agricultural policy. There
were some 89,000 tobacco growers with crop
insurance policies in 1996, of which 69,000 ac-
tually planted the crop for the year. More
than 550,000 acres were insured with liability
exceeding $1.15 billion. Tobacco producers
paid more than $20 million in premiums to
insure their crops in recognition of the need
to provide for their own risk management at
a time when the Government is providing
fewer and fewer farm subsidies.

Tobacco growers in three States (North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia) re-
ceived $77.8 million in indemnities for losses
due to back-to-back hurricanes that hit the
East Coast last year. These funds helped
communities recover from disaster and were
paid for in part by the producers themselves.
The significance of a program that encour-
ages producers to assess their individual risk
management needs and allows them to pay
part of the cost for coverage must not be lost
at a time when fewer dollars are available
for other types of assistance. Elimination of
tobacco crop insurance would place a greater
burden on other sources of relief when disas-
ter strikes.

This amendment would have a particularly
detrimental effect on thousands of small
farmers in tobacco producing States, not to
mention the toll it would take on the eco-
nomic stability of many rural communities.
An overwhelming majority of crop insurance
policies in this area are sold to small farm-
ers.

I urge you and your colleagues to vote
against this amendment when it is consid-
ered by the Senate. Please contact me if you
should need further information.

Sincerely,
DAN GLICKMAN,

Secretary.
AMENDMENT NO. 966 TO AMENDMENT NO. 965

(Purpose: To limit Federal crop insurance to
family farmers)

Mr. FORD. I send an amendment in
the second degree to the Durbin
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. FORD]
proposes an amendment numbered 966 to
amendment numbered 965.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike all after the first word and insert

the following:
LIMITATION OF CROP INSURANCE TO FAMILY

FARMERS.
Section 508(a) of the Federal Crop Insur-

ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(a)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(6) CROP INSURANCE LIMITATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—To qualify for coverage

under a plan of insurance or reinsurance
under this title, a person may not own or op-
erate farms with more than 400 acres of crop-
land.

‘‘(B) DEFINITION OF PERSON.—The Corpora-
tion shall issue regulations—

‘‘(i) defining the term ‘person’ for purposes
of subparagraph (A): and

‘‘(ii) prescribing such rules as the Corpora-
tion determines necessary to ensure a fair
and reasonable application of the limitation
established under subparagraph (A).’’.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, what I
have done here, as I said earlier, is to
try to make crop insurance more com-
prehensive. So what this does is, it
says that any farm with more than 400
acres that can be farmed not be eligible
for crop insurance. The idea here is to
let the corporate farmers pay for them-
selves, and try to protect the small
farmer.

So I think that this amendment will
make it fairer. It protects the small
farmers. The corporate farmers, then,
the big farmers, those over 400 acres of
land that can be farmed—by the way,
this does nothing out West as far as
grazing land. It doesn’t touch that part
of it at all. It is land that can be
farmed.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this may

surprise my colleague from Kentucky.
I may support his amendment.

When I was chairman of the House
Appropriations Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, I was considered by many to
be pretty tough on the Crop Insurance
Program, even though, as the Senator
from Kentucky has noted, I come from
a corn-growing State, a State with soy-
beans, a State which avails itself very
much to a great extent in the Crop In-
surance Program. I don’t disagree with
anything that my colleague from Ken-
tucky said about the Crop Insurance
Program. There are indefensible sub-
sidies in this program.

I think, if he is going to address an
overall reform of crop insurance, he
may be surprised to find me as an ally.
I had an amendment which I offered 1
year in the appropriations subcommit-
tee. If I recall it correctly, it said that
if you have sustained losses in 7 out of
the last 10 years on your crop, you
would be ineligible for crop insurance.
I have this basic theory that if you
couldn’t grow a crop for 7 out of 10
years, God was telling you something
about your land, that crop, or your tal-
ent, and that Uncle Sam and the Fed-
eral Government shouldn’t be talking
back to God in this instance and saying
we will continue to insure the crop.
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There were a lot of people critical of

my amendment because they had
worked out a very sweet deal where
they would plant crops that could
never grow. It wasn’t a sufficiently
long growing season. But the crop was
eligible. They would make their appli-
cation. Lo and behold, the crop would
fail again, and the Federal taxpayers
would be asked to make up the dif-
ference.

So, if the Senator from Kentucky is
suggesting some basic reform of the
Crop Insurance Program, I think I
might be his ally. And if he is talking
about limiting crop insurance to small-
er farms, I think he might be surprised
to find that we can work on that as
well. But I think, in all honesty, that
this amendment might never have been
offered if I had not started an amend-
ment on tobacco crop insurance.

That is what this is about. It is not
about reform of the crop insurance. It
is about tobacco. And the two Senators
from Kentucky, whom I respect very
much, in defense of their State and its
crop, have stood up and said, ‘‘Why are
you picking on us? Why do you single
out tobacco?’’ As one Senator from
Kentucky said, tobacco is perfectly
legal. That is true. But tobacco is also
perfectly lethal. Tobacco is a killer.
You have to eat an awful lot of corn
and soybeans to die. But you start
smoking, get addicted, the chances are
1 out of 3 that it is going to kill you.

So, to the farmers who are growing
it, who, for all intents and purposes
and all appearances, look like any
other farmer, what they are harvesting
and what they are selling is devastat-
ing. For us to turn our backs on it and
to say it is just another crop is to ig-
nore the obvious.

Tobacco is the No. 1 preventable
cause of death in America today—No.
1. Sure, we are concerned about AIDS.
Certainly we are concerned about high-
way fatalities. Of course, we are con-
cerned about violent crime. But if you
want to save American lives, the first
stop is tobacco. Take a look at what it
does to us.

For my colleagues to stand up and
say, ‘‘It is just another farmer, it is
just another agricultural product, why
do you single us out,’’ it is because it is
the only crop, when used according to
the manufacturer’s directions, will kill
you. You can’t smoke in moderation.
You start this addiction, and you will
end up generally as a statistic.

So, when I bring this amendment to
the floor to talk about crop insurance
for tobacco, I can understand my col-
leagues from tobacco-producing States.
I can understand it completely. I have
represented a congressional district
and a State which has its own inter-
ests, and I have try to defend those in-
terests. I think that is part of my re-
sponsibility.

But I say to my colleagues who are
viewing this debate and making up
their own mind: Make no mistake, to-
bacco is not just another product. Crop
insurance for tobacco is a blatant con-

tradiction that we would piously pro-
nounce through the Surgeon General’s
office and the Department of Health
and Human Services that this crop is a
killer, that these tobacco products are
claiming lives—even innocent victims
like these flight attendants who are
now suing down in Florida who hap-
pened to be exposed to secondhand
smoke. Their lives were in jeopardy,
too. We know this. We concede this. We
advertise this. We spend millions of
dollars to police this industry because
we know what they are doing. They are
addicting our children, and they are
killing our fellow citizens.

That is why it is totally inconsistent
for us to be in a position where year
after year we are plowing millions of
taxpayer dollars collected from people
across the United States into the sub-
sidy—underline the word ‘‘subsidy’’—of
tobacco growers.

I just marvel when my colleagues get
up. We can argue a lot of this on the
merits. But it takes my breath away to
hear these colleagues stand up and say
that there is no tobacco subsidy.

Let me go back to this Federal to-
bacco subsidy chart.

There is this tobacco subsidy: $65
million in 1993; $60 million in 1994; $51
million in 1995. In 1996, when I first
took on this issue, they estimated our
losses would be about the same—$50
million. They went to $97 million, and
then in 1997 the estimate was $67 mil-
lion.

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield for
a question.

Mr. FORD. I am sure he will be able
to answer this and make me look bad.
But this is just on crop insurance.

Mr. DURBIN. It is on crop insurance
and administering the program.

Mr. FORD. Administration of the
program.

Mr. DURBIN. I think there are two or
three other small, related areas.

Mr. FORD. This is just tobacco.
Mr. DURBIN. That is true.
Mr. FORD. What about the $77 mil-

lion that went to the hurricanes in
North and South Carolina and Virginia
that was paid and helped the commu-
nities or they would have taken the
money out of some other fund as it re-
lates to disasters?

Mr. DURBIN. I don’t believe that
these figures include any national dis-
aster assistance of that nature. It is
strictly related to crop insurance.

Mr. FORD. Is the money in the pre-
miums in your figures here paid by the
farmer—deducted, and this is the net?

Mr. DURBIN. What this represents is
the net cost to the Federal Treasury.

Mr. FORD. Just for that. And what
about the overall loss from other
crops?

Mr. DURBIN. Oh, it is substantial.
Mr. FORD. Substantial.
Mr. DURBIN. I can recall, 1 year it

was $240 million, all crops included.
Mr. FORD. Here you are damaging

the farmer that is beginning to feel the

pinch anyhow and hoping that we could
negotiate some kind of an agreement.
He is left out. You still want to elimi-
nate this part of his everyday life.

Mr. DURBIN. I want to eliminate
crop insurance for tobacco. I will con-
cede to my colleague that the overall
subsidy for crop insurance, as I said at
the outset, is an issue well worth ad-
dressing. The fact that we would
spend—perhaps the Senator from Mis-
sissippi has more current figures—we
would spend in the neighborhood of
$200 million subsidizing crop insurance
in America is an issue which I will hap-
pily join with my colleague from Ken-
tucky and other States to address.

But lest we forget, this debate start-
ed on the issue of tobacco, and al-
though many of my colleagues want to
raise a variety of other issues, we still
have to face the reality that when this
debate is over, we are going to face this
question time and again when we go
home: Senator, what’s going on here? I
can’t pick up a newspaper, a news mag-
azine, turn on the radio or television
and I am not being told how bad to-
bacco is for America. Why do you keep
plowing millions of my tax dollars into
the subsidy of this tobacco crop? How
can you justify it?

I cannot. That is why I am offering
the amendment. And I would say to my
colleagues from the tobacco producing
States, it is time to accept reality. And
reality will tell you this. The day when
the Federal Government rushed to the
rescue of tobacco is over. I do not know
if I will succeed with this amendment
today, but tobacco’s days in the U.S.
Department of Agriculture are num-
bered. They know it, the tobacco farm-
ers know it, and the tobacco companies
know it. They know full well, as they
have watched the course of events over
the last 5 or 6 years, that each year we
have eliminated another Federal pro-
gram relative to tobacco—research, ex-
port assistance, market promotion pro-
gram. We have closed those doors, and
those doors have remained shut.

The tobacco growers and industry re-
alized long ago that if they wanted an
allotment program that gives them the
advantage of making the kind of
money we are talking about, they
would have to pay for their own pro-
gram. And they did it. And yet now we
are in a part of this debate where they
are saying we want to hang onto this
last Federal subsidy.

Make no mistake; this second-degree
amendment offered by my colleague,
the Senator from Kentucky, does not
just reform crop insurance. It strikes
our prohibition before inserting his ad-
dition. So he is not adding to my
amendment. He wants to get me out of
the way. He wants to talk about crop
insurance programs. He does not want
to talk about tobacco. That is a deli-
cate subject. But it is a delicate sub-
ject I have been talking about for 10
years.

And I want to tell you, too, I think
the tide of history is on my side. I hope
I am around to see that tide hit the
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shore. I hope I am still standing when
it does. But a little over 10 years ago,
I offered the first amendment in my
long and checkered career on this issue
to ban smoking on airplanes—10 years
ago. Every leader in the House of Rep-
resentatives, Democrat and Repub-
lican, opposed me, every committee
chairman, and we went to the floor.
They said we were meddling with to-
bacco, and they did not care for it, and
tobacco lobbied. Folks, I want to tell
you, the monsters of the midway are
not the Chicago Bears. The monsters of
the midway are the tobacco lobbyists
in this town. They came down like a
ton of bricks on this amendment. But
you know what. We won. By 5 votes we
won, 198 to 193, and I was the most sur-
prised Member of Congress standing in
the Chamber of the House when it hap-
pened.

What it told me then and tells me
now is that we are going to win this
battle—maybe not today. I hope we do.
Maybe not today, but we will. And the
tobacco growers and tobacco compa-
nies have to accept the reality that if
their product is to remain legal, if it is
to remain legal, they have to change
the way they do business. They have to
stop asking for this Federal subsidy.
They have to stop selling tobacco to
our kids.

If they do not agree to those two
things, they are going to continue to
face this kind of opposition year in and
year out, and it will continue
unabated. Those who are here in the
Chamber, my colleagues, and some who
are in the gallery who have taken the
time to tour this beautiful building—
and it is magnificent. I am very proud
to be a Member of the Senate and to be
able to practice my profession in this
building—they will take a look around
at the columns as they walk through
the corridors and they will find at the
top of these columns a curious leaf.

What could it be? Well, you know
what. Many of these columns are
adorned with tobacco leaves. It tells
you something about the history of the
United States of America and the his-
tory of this Congress. When the Presi-
dent of the United States comes for an
address to the Joint Session of Con-
gress, State of the Union Address, for
example, he stands in front of a wooden
podium. Carved in the side of that
wooden podium are tobacco leaves. It is
part of America and it is part of our
history. And there are some people who
do not want to give up on that piece of
history. They want to hang in there
one more year for tobacco: Oh, we can
do it. We can survive. We can offer per-
fecting amendments. We are going to
fight for 1 more year.

But the tide of history is not on their
side. It was not that long ago, even in
my lifetime, when doctors used to ad-
vertise the healthiest cigarettes to
smoke. It has not been that long ago
that you could have a smoking and
nonsmoking section on an airplane and
create the fiction you were protecting
people, knowing full well that you were
not.

Those days are over. And as these to-
bacco companies come in here ready to
negotiate, not because of a guilty con-
science, because of their additional ef-
forts to make money, we can see the
tide changing. And yet we hang onto
this vestige of the old school, this relic
of history which for 60 years has said
that the Federal taxpayers will defend
and subsidize tobacco. That has to
come to an end, and it has to come to
an end sooner rather than later.

Let us take the money we save with
my amendment and use it for valuable,
positive things that will help all of
rural America. Let us use it for pro-
grams that are beneficial, health as-
sistance to everyone across this Na-
tion. The amendment that has been of-
fered by my colleague from Kentucky
is an amendment which seeks to win
this battle today, put it off, at least
the overall issue, for another day. But
that is not good for America. It does us
no good as a nation to turn our back on
this reality.

I say to my colleague as well, al-
though he may question this, I will tell
him in all sincerity, I understand his
concern for his farmers. I give him my
word now as I have in previous debates
that if he is prepared to offer an
amendment as part of this tobacco
agreement to help his farmers, either
phaseout of tobacco growth, move in
other areas, I will be there, I will help
him. Tobacco companies owe a great
deal to the American tobacco growers,
and I don’t run into too many tobacco
farmers who defend them, incidentally,
because they know full well these same
tobacco companies haven’t treated
America’s tobacco farmers very well.
They continue to import cheaper to-
bacco from overseas. They turn their
backs on the very farmers whose trac-
tors and skirts they have hid behind
for decades. It was not fair the tobacco
growers were not at the table.

If the Senator from Kentucky or any-
one on that side of the debate wants to
suggest a change in this overall agree-
ment to provide assistance to those to-
bacco growers so that they can phase
in to a different type of production or
phaseout of tobacco growth, I am
happy to join him in that effort. My
war is not with those farmers. My war
is with what they are growing in their
fields, because what they grow in those
fields is deadly. It is lethal. It is some-
thing that can’t be ignored or swept
aside as just another agricultural
issue.

I can recall during past debates on
this people have stood up and said you
can’t single out tobacco when it comes
to America’s export policy, and yet we
have done it. People have said you can-
not single out tobacco when it comes
to research. Basically, we have done it.
People have said time and again that
you cannot separate tobacco as a crop.
But I believe the American people
know the difference. They know the
difference between a bushel of corn
that may be used for a variety of posi-
tive things. They know the difference

between a bushel of soybeans that may
be used for a variety of things, positive
for American families, or a bail of cot-
ton. You cannot say the same thing
about these tobacco leaves.

So, Mr. President, I oppose this
amendment, not because of its underly-
ing wisdom but because it is offered
only, exclusively, solely for one rea-
son—push the tobacco debate off for
another day. I believe, and I believe my
colleagues will join me in this belief,
that you cannot wait another day. You
have to move forward with this debate
and address this issue now.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this

has been a very vigorous and inform-
ative debate, in my judgment. I have
no parochial interest in that our State
does not grow tobacco. We have no pro-
gram for tobacco, for any of the pro-
ducers of agricultural commodities in
our State, but I am persuaded by the
arguments that have been made by the
Senator from Kentucky about the eco-
nomic consequences of this amend-
ment, and that is bolstered by the let-
ter the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. FORD], mentioned that
had been received by me today from
the Secretary of Agriculture which
points out the detrimental effect that
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Illinois would have on agriculture
producers in the United States if it
were to be passed by the Senate.

So I am constrained to oppose the
amendment of the Senator from Illi-
nois, but I am also troubled very much
by the second-degree amendment that
has now been offered by my good friend
from Kentucky which limits the appli-
cation of the crop insurance program
to farmable acreage of less than 400
acres. And that is troubling because so
many of our farmers in my State and
elsewhere throughout the country have
more than 400 acres under cultivation,
and this would be discriminatory in a
different kind of way. So I am troubled
by that amendment and I do not want
to see that passed.

So I am in a position and I think the
best course of action for me as man-
ager of the bill is to move to table the
underlying amendment. If that motion
to table passes, then it takes both the
underlying amendment and the second-
degree amendment with it as I under-
stand it.

So at this point, knowing that debate
has been occurring for a little over an
hour now and with the knowledge that
we will set this aside, not to vote on it
now but at a time to be determined
later, I now move to table the underly-
ing amendment and I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). Is there a sufficient second?
There appears to be a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the vote on
the motion to table be set aside and to
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occur at a time to be established later
in the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.
f

CONDEMNING THE GOVERNMENT
OF CANADA

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Senate Resolution 109, which
was submitted earlier today by my col-
league, Senator STEVENS, as well as
myself and other Members.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 109) condemning the
Government of Canada for failing to accept
responsibility for the illegal blockade of a
U.S. vessel in Canada and calling on the
President to take appropriate action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
this resolution expresses the sense of
the Senate that the Government of
Canada failed to act responsibly to
quickly restore order and the rule of
law during the recent blockade of the
Alaska State ferry, the motor vessel
Malaspina. I am pleased to be joined in
this measure by the senior Senator
from Alaska, Senator STEVENS, the
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, Senator HELMS, and the
senior Senator from Washington, Sen-
ator GORTON.

Mr. President, the amendment re-
sponds to this illegal blockade, in
which a large number of Canadian fish-
ing vessels joined forces to prevent the
Malaspina from departing from Prince
Rupert, BC, from approximately 8 a.m.
Saturday morning until approximately
9 p.m. on Monday.

The actions of these Canadian fisher-
men was a clear violation of inter-
national law which provides for the
right of free passage, and continued
Monday in violation of a Canadian
court order against the blockade, is-
sued on Sunday. Obviously, Canadian
authorities had a difficult task, but the
reality is that they failed to take time-
ly action to disperse this illegal dem-
onstration. Indeed, they delayed even
serving their own Canadian court’s in-
junction against the blockaders.

This incident caused distress, finan-
cial harm, and inconvenience to some
300 passengers, primarily American
passengers, on board the vessel, and to
the State of Alaska that operates the
system, and to companies which had
consigned freight shipments to the ves-
sel. While the Canadian fishermen
claimed their action was in response to
a fishing dispute, the blockade of this
vessel went far beyond any fishing dis-

pute into a very dangerous area, and
created an international incident.

There is little difference, in reality,
between this blockade and the inter-
ruption of traffic on a major inter-
national highway such as New York’s
Route 81 to Montreal. The Alaska Ma-
rine Highway System is part of our
U.S. Interstate Highway System. Oper-
ating money for the Malaspina and
other vessels in the system receive
funding through ISTEA, our national
highway legislation. Any vehicles that
can traverse the interstate highways of
Alaska can be accommodated in the
MV Malaspina. It carries approxi-
mately 105 cars, vans—you name it. So,
it is an official part of the U.S. Na-
tional Highway System. Moreover, Mr.
President, this ship was also carrying
the U.S. mail.

This resolution will put the Senate
on record in opposition to this and fu-
ture illegal attacks on the U.S. trans-
portation network, and specifically the
Alaska Marine Highway System. It
calls upon the President to do what-
ever is necessary and whatever is ap-
propriate to ensure that the Govern-
ment of Canada takes steps to guaran-
tee that illegal actions against Amer-
ican citizens will not be allowed. It
also calls on the President to assist
American citizens who were harmed by
this illegal action to recover damages
from those responsible and/or from the
Canadian Government.

Yesterday I spoke with Canada’s Am-
bassador to the United States. He
apologized for the burning of the U.S.
flag by one of the fishing vessels—an
unfortunate incident. On the other
hand, even at that time, more than 2
days after the beginning of the block-
ade, the Ambassador was not able to
confirm to me that his government had
the necessary commitment to take ap-
propriate steps that may be necessary
in such illegal actions. He indicated
that he would attempt to find out what
action would be considered if the ves-
sels didn’t voluntarily depart the area.

I am still awaiting the call, although
the issue has since been resolved. Ulti-
mately, it was the fishermen them-
selves who decided to remove that
blockade, not any formal action of the
Canadian Government in enforcing, if
you will, the Canadian court order. In-
deed, the Canadian Minister of Fish-
eries, who met with the fishermen yes-
terday, was quoted in the press as say-
ing he would not even ask the fisher-
men to cease the blockade.

I know emotions run high. I very
much value our relationship with our
Canadian neighbors. But an unlawful
act such as this, where United States
commerce is affected, United States
mails are affected, the orderly trans-
portation of United States citizens is
affected, and the Canadian and the
British Columbian justice systems fail
to take immediate action to terminate
the illegalities, was very disappointing
to those of us in Alaska and the United
States.

I know the administration views this
matter seriously. I know they have

under consideration certain steps that
may be necessary to protect U.S. inter-
ests. I believe the Senate should show
its support for the President in this
matter and that is exactly what the
resolution does.

It specifically encourages using Unit-
ed States assets and personnel to pro-
tect United States citizens exercising
their right of innocent passage through
the territorial seas of Canada from
such illegal actions or harassment,
until such time as the President deter-
mines the Government of Canada has
adopted a long-term policy that en-
sures such protection. That could in-
clude escort by the U.S. Coast Guard, if
necessary.

Second, it says we should consider
prohibiting the import of select Cana-
dian products until such time as the
President determines that Canada has
adopted a long-term policy that pro-
tects United States citizens exercising
the right of innocent passage through
the territorial seas of Canada from ille-
gal actions or harassment.

Third, it suggests the possibility of
directing that no Canadian vessel may
anchor or otherwise take shelter in
United States waters off Alaska or any
other State without formal clearance
from United States Customs, except of
course in the case of storms or other
emergencies.

Fourth, it reflects that the President
might find it appropriate to say that
no fish or shellfish taken in sport fish-
eries in the Province of British Colum-
bia may enter the United States.

Last, it suggests enforcing U.S. laws
with respect to all vessels in Dixon En-
trance, including the waters where ju-
risdiction is disputed. It is my hope
these actions will not be necessary, and
that we will get the necessary assur-
ances from the Canadian Government.

Many say this is a fishing issue. Mr.
President, the fishing issue is para-
mount but that can only be resolved
through negotiations. It is fair to say
of the last negotiation, that the Cana-
dians saw fit to walk out and have not
been back since. It is my hope those
negotiations will resume soon, but that
takes two parties to begin.

In any event, I ask my colleagues for
support on the Senate resolution.

Mr. President, It is my intention,
with the permission of the floor man-
ager, to ask for the yeas and nays on
the amendment.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MURKOWSKI. I assume we

could, perhaps, arrange for a rollcall
vote around 4 o’clock, or stacked with
the other votes that are pending, if
that is in agreement with my friend?

Mr. COCHRAN. If the Senator will
yield, I am prepared to make a unani-
mous-consent request to that effect, if
that is satisfactory to the Senator.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield the floor
and I thank the Presiding Officer and
my colleague.
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